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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 2, 4, 5, 6, 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Chevalier 
(FR 2619301). Chevalier discloses a device for extracting segments of veins comprising a first 
wire 3, a second wire 10, an intermediate wire 11, connecting means 9 provided on the end of 
each wire, an insert head 5, the intermediate wire connected to the first and second wires by the 
connecting means, and a vein ligating portion formed by the connecting portions. See Fig. 1 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 3, 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chevalier in 
view of Goldberg et al (US 5601580). 

5. Claim 3 differs from Chevalier in calling for the connecting means to be a screw. 
Goldberg reaches a venous valve cutter having a similar structure to that of Chevalier but 
wherein the connecting means is a screw that allows for easy and secure connection of the 
removable portions. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify the device of Chevalier to include screws as taught by Goldberg 
because screws are known connecting means in the art and provide secure and easily removable 
connections. 
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6. Claim 7 differs from Chevalier in calling for the head to be an olive shape. Goldberg 
teaches a vein remover having an olive shaped head that allows the device to be easily inserted 
into the vein but not removed. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of invention to modify the device of Chevalier to include an olive shaped head 
as taught by Goldberg so that the device can be easily inserted into the vein but then catch on the 
inner walls of the vein when it is removed. 

7. Claims 9, 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chevalier in 
view of Nobles (US 5026383). Claim 9 calls for the wire to have an outer diameter of 1.5-3.0 
mm. Chevalier is silent as to the diameter of the wire, but is sized to be inserted into a vein. 
Nobles teaches an apparatus for cutting veins comprising a wire having an outer diameter of 2.0 
or 2.5 mm to allow the catheter to be inserted into the desired portion of a vein (Col. 4, lines 33- 
36). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the device of Chevalier to have an outside diameter of 2.0-2.5 mm as taught 
by Nobles so that the device can be inserted into a vein. 

8. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chevalier in view 
of Nobles as applied to claim 9 above, and further in view of Iwatschenko (US 4306563). Claim 
10 differs from the teachings above in calling for the surface of the device to be coated. 
Iwatschenko teaches a catheter for insertion into the body having a coating of silicone resin to 
increase the compatibility within the body and to prevent toxic reactions (Col. 1, lines 48-51). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to modify the device of Chevalier in view of Nobles to have a silicone resin coating as taught by 
Iwatschenko to increase biocompatibility and prevent toxic reactions. 
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9. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chevalier in view 
of Nobles in view of Iwatschenko as applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of Weiss (US 
4880412). Claim 11 differs from the teachings above in calling for the device to have depth 
marks. Weiss teaches a device for inserting catheter tubes having a catheter with marks at 
regular intervals to show the depth of penetration of the catheter into the vein (Col. 7, lines 43- 
47). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the device above to have depth markers as taught by Weiss so that the user 
can determine how far the device has been inserted into the vein. 

10. Claims 13-18, 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ouriel et al (US 4952215) in view of Chevalier. Ouriel teaches a valvulotome having a first 
catheter portion and a second catheter portion with a ligating portion 40 therebetween, the first 
catheter portion is attached to an olive shaped head 50, and further having a fluid supply 
comprising a fluid supply tube 60 and a fluid coupling 75 to allow fluid to be delivered to the 
vein. 

1 1 . Claim 1 3 differs from Ouriel in calling for the catheter to include connecting portions to 
connect the first and second portions of the catheter. Chevalier teaches a vein ligating device 
having a first and second portions and an intermediate portion therebetween, the first and second 
portion being connected by connecting means that allows the user to assemble the device with 
the portions of the proper size and length for the intended use. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify the device of Ouriel 
to include connecting means as taught by Chevalier to allow user to assemble the device with the 
portions of the proper size and length for the intended use. 
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12. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ouriel in view of 
Chevalier as applied to claim 14 above, and further in view of Sekino et al (US 4977902). Claim 
19 differs from Ouriel in view of Chevalier in calling for a supersonic wave irradiating means. 
Sekino teaches a catheter having a supersonic irradiating means to treat a diseases portion of the 
body. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify the device of Ouriel in view of Chevalier to have an irradiating means as taught by 
Sekino to treat the diseased portion of the body. 

13. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ouriel in view of 
Chevalier as applied to claim 14 above, and further in view of Sinofsky (US 5 196004). Claim 20 
differs from the teachings above in calling for a laser beam irradiating means. Sinofsky teaches 
a catheter having a laser that delivers irradiating energy to a biological tissue for removal or 
repair. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the device of Ouriel in view of Chevalier to have a laser beam irradiating 
means as taught by Sinofsky to remove or repair tissue. 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 2, 13 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

15. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LAURA A. BOUCHELLE whose telephone number is (571)272- 
2125. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nicholas Lucchesi can be reached on 517-272-4977. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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